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ABSTRACT , 

Two questions are raised: Is it possible to 
characterize the notion human language in term& of absolute and . 
typological universals? And if so, what is the relationship between 
these universals and those formulated for primary languages? Given 
these questions, the purpose of -the paper is to:(l) investigate some 

-of the methodological considerations involved i.n attempting to 
characterize the notion in terms of universals; (2) consider the ' v 
implications of the language-^contact situation in attempting to 

^dfef ine "interlanguages in these terms) *and (30 provide examples of 
logically-possible but empirically-unsubstantiated, types of 
inter languages. Interlanguage forms from native speakers oi; Japanese, 
Mandarin, Spanish, \*rid&Farsi provide data for investigation of these 
questions. Thfe diwkission also questions vhejh'er the grammars of 
interlahgu^ges obey the same constraints' as the grammars of primary 
languages. (JK) / 
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1.0 Introduction and purpose v 1 

It is generally, agreed that the central goal of , descriptive linguistics 
is to characterize the notion human language . One of the ways in -which ling- 
uists have, tried to reach this goal is through the formulation and testing of 
two types of universal statements:, absolute universals and typological uni- 
versals. 1 The logical form of absolute and typological universals is shown, 
respectively, in- (la) and (lb), where X and Y are assertions about structural 
properties of language. 

(1) a. In all languages, Y i 
b. In all languages, if X then Y 



|bcamples of these types of statements are shown in (2). 

(2) a. Absolute universal 

'In all languages, there are 
two color terms. 



it 



leasib'" 



b. Typological universal 



In all languages, if there are j5ei§sive 
sentences with expressed agents, fhti&re 
are also passives without expressed/ 
agents. ; Sjf'f 



Both types of universals contribute to characterizing 



zan and cannot 



be a toan language. Absolute universals define w^iat are as^fimpd to be the 6 
essential properties of language; typological universals he^pyco delimit the 
range of possible variation among l&nguages. According i;o (2a) t a communi- 
cation jsystemthat not have at least two color terms wou^Ld not be a human 
language. Likewise, languages may not differ from one another such that, one 
language has only agentle^Svpassives whereas another .has <?nly agent ive passives, 
Thus, s it is claimed thay a system with only agent ive .passives cahnot be a 
, human language A < ' 1 ? . \ v 

Almost without exception, universal statements* such as the above have « 
been formulated on the"bas^s of data from pAmary languages (PL) (in the sense 
so'f *Lamend6lla 1977*) • This is most likely due to t^e -well-known fact that 
priory languages are describable in termg of /a /system of rules, arid are 
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therefore amenable to this type of study. Within the last* decade, however, 
research on secondary language acquisition (SLA) has determined that a learn- 
er internalizes a set of rules termed an interlanguage (IL) (Selinker 1972), 
which may be independent of both' the native language(NL) and the target lang- 
uage (TL). . 

Within this context, we wish to i4&se two questions: (l) Is 'it possible 
to characterize .the notion human interlanguage in terms o£ absolute and typo- 
logical universals? ^ And (2) if so, what is the relationship between thesef 
universals and those* formulated for primary languages? Given these questions 
the purpose of this paper is as Sollows: (b.) to -investigate some of the meth- 
odological considerations involved in -attempting to characterize the notion 
human interlanguage in terms of. universals ; (b) to consider the* implications 
of the language-contact situation in attempting to define interlanguage s ifi 
these terms, and (c) to provide examples, of logically ^-possible, but empiri- 
cally-unsubstantiated, 'types of inter languages which we will attempt to ex- 
plain within our, framework. k * 

2.0 The hypothesis ' ' . 

2.1 A priori , treasonable way to attempt to characterize IL's with respect 

to PL's would be to formulate ejl set, U , of interlanguage universals and 

to compare it with the set, U , of primary language vmiversals. If such 

A ' P 1 * ' 

a comparison could be made, we would hav$~one of the, relationships shown in 

<3>. 2 ' . • .' . .'■ : • • '•• 

(3) a. U. n and U n *are identical j 
ll pi .' ^ 

b. U.. and* U n are disjoint t 

il . pi J ^ 

c. U. n and IJ n intersect? 

d. U. n is a subset of U n * • x 

■ » ~\ il * Pi* m . 1 J 

e. U , is a subset of U. n - * • - -v * 

.pi . 11 . . • , 4 

» 4 • * : 

If (-3a) turned out to be true, "t^en^f couAe, IL's and PL is wQuld be struc- 
turally the same. If (3b) were true,,\'bn the other hancl,, then there would be 
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no universaisstatements which are true of PL's which ar§ also' true of IL's, 

and vice versa/\ In, this case, PL's and IL's would be structurally distinct. 

If (3c) were the case, tl^erx there would be stone universal statements which 

are shared by primary langua^s and inter languages, but there* would also be 

universals which are true for primary- languages ^bich are n6t true for inter-' 

languages, and' vice versa. If either. (3d) or (3e) were true, then one type 

» - • 

of language would be a subtype of the cjther, where they shared a number of 

universal statements, but some universals were true of one type of language , 

but not true for the other. * * 

» * * * 

From 'a practical point of view, however, this way of proceeding is pre- 

eluded by the fact that we do not as yet havfe a" set^of IL universals in which 
we would have sufficient confidence to warrant a comparison with U ^. On 
the other han4, we do #have a reasonably sizeable stock of PL universals Which, 
we could test against IL's. Given this situation, it* seemsrthai the strong- 
est hypothesis that we cSh test at preseht is that stated below. 



' (h) Given the set U of absolute and typo- 
logical universlls .formulated on the * ' # 
Q , .basis of primary languages, there will 

be nq> interlanguage which violates any 
statements in U - . 
' P ^ ' 

Thus, 'the present state .of 'the art in SLA allows '.us *to test whether any PL 
universals ar^ Violalki by IL's; it does not allow us to test (lj whether 
U ^ and are identical y or (2) whether there are* any universals which are 
particular t9 interl&nguages. „ » 

* ^This being the case, s the hypothesis in (k) allows us to exclude some 
of the potential relationships between IL's and ^L^s stated in (3)*, but* it 
does not permit us to test all of them. I£ (h), turns out to be" true,* then 
'any one of the statements in (3a, k d or e) A could * still be true. It would re- 
main an open question whether universals of* interlanguages and primary lang- 
uage's ..were identical, or in $ subset relationship. t Alternatively, ±f~(k) 
turns out to be false, then it remains to be seen whether the two sets of 

I 

universal statements are completely different oas^re overlapping. * . 

One further point needs to be made about the hypothesis in (k). The ^ 
purpose in» proposing such a hypothesis is^ not only to know whether it is 



trtue or false, but also to 1 determine why this is so. Therefore, in consid- 
ering .various IL's with respect to (V), we want to know whether'it is possi- 
ble ta offer an . explanation for any. given IL adhering to or deviating fr^n$ 

any statrementr&^n U . . A reasonable 1 dpmain in which .to look far such an 
^ -yi *. . 

.explanation is the s'tructure of the aspect ive NL and TL." This- is not to say 
that no other factors could be involved, or that* there^are no other explan- 
ations outside of the structural aspects of the NL and TL. Rather, it ( just', 
seems likely, at this* stage of 'our knowledge that explanations of structural * 
properties of IL's will be explainable only if they can^be related to struct- 
ural propertied of the NL, "EL or language in general. We shall return to 



this point below. 

* k * • e • 

In what" follows we will attempt to test our hypothesis against some IL 
data* However, before we proceed .with this £est, there are" two considerations 
wtfich must be discussed": (l) the originality of the proposed hypdthesis; and 
(2) the relationship of the NL and TL in testing our hypothesis. 

i \ \ * ~ * • , • . 

2.2 First of all; \if the hypothesis in (k) can be maintained, then inter- 

\ ' * 

, languages and primary languages are clearly similar types of language sys- * 

e * \ * ' > ■* * 

terns. As stated above, it would still remain to be ,seen whether tttey are 

in fact structurally ^identical, or whether, one is a subtype of the o^her.-> j 

However , the point to be made here is that the proposition that PL's and 

' * « * * * 

IL's are similar types of languages is not new. Jji fact, much of the re- 

search on SLA during the last^ten years has been devoted tQ .arguing for the 
truth .of this hypothesis. Thus, for example, RicharSLs (1971.K Dulay and , 
Burt (1973, 197^a, 19tlrt>) 9 Bailey, Mad,den and Krashen (197*0 and Schumann 
(1979) have claimed that secondary and primary language acquisition are fund- 
amentally °the* same process, and that any deviations in the outco&e canT)e 
systematically explained in terms of psychological and/pr sociological vari- 
ables. Similarly, Andersen (1979) * has argued that secondary and primary * 
language acquisition are similar in that they both involve progression to- 
ward an internal and an external norm in their early and la£e stages, re- 
spectively #f Tarone (1979) !and Beebe (1980) haye shdwn that IL* s^f^hction 

similarly to fL's in that they both exhibit systematic variation according 

1 ' * . • • * • . • 

€0 the sgeech-l-s^tuation and interlocutor relationship. And finally, AdTjemian 

i . 1 ' " a . - * 

(1976) Ms claimed the IL's and PL's are alike on the basis of how they de- 



velop* J&nction and are transmitted ^bo other learners. • ; 

The primary' assumption "underlying &he/&bove-n^ntioned work and the hypor- 
t thesis in (k) is that there will be somWsignificant similarit±'es >v bktween» IL' 

and PL.'Sr The ma^or distinction between /the a]5ove works and our hypothesis 

A v •) * $ * ' 

is that the^ latter attempts to ; make* a^testable \claim' about what can and what 

cannot be a viable interlanguage . That is^ the hypothesis in question att- 
empts to exclude certain systems from the clas^of humart IL f s s and^Ih so 

» doing, makes a prediction about what kinds of IL\s a3se possible. On tthe^ 
other hand, statements^oncerning the forms, acquisition,, function and vari- 
ation exhibited by IL's approach the question of the nature of 'interlanguages 
fr,om a different side. Such statements do - not have the effect of making a 
predict ion "about what types of IL's are allowed and what types are excluded. 
Consequently, the present paper differs from, the above-cited work in that it 
attempts i^r test^gertain structural aspects of IL,'s against universal proper- 
ties of PL's, witfi a view toward empirically determining whether IL's, and 
PL's are identical or distinct on structural grounds. 

Tb^ second consideration which must ^be made clear concerns the tre§t- 

^ ment of evidence "for. our hypothesis. It seems plausible that a first guess 

as to whether *PL unive^sals will be true .for interlanguages is that some 

will and some will not. That is,^pre-theoretically we se^ that IL's ,are 

similar to PL's in some ways and different .from PL's in other ways. More 

^specifically, IL's and PL's are alike in that they both function as verbal 

communication systems; however, IL's are* different from PL's in that IL,'-s 

atfe learned by adults 9md always involve &t least two languages coming* into 

contact whereas. PL's are learned by* children and do 'riot ^necessarily involve 

language contact,. »Thus, it seems at least reasonable, that there could be* 

certain structural similarities between the two language types , as well as 

certain structural differences. ..Given .this situation, it seems that i£ is 

incumbent upon us to. say' something about the univefsals which hold tor iii's 

as well a^tholfe that '.do not hold. A reasonable .way to proceed along these ■ 

„ * • 

lines vould be to investigate whether IL's which adhere /to or deviate from 

statements in U can T>e explained on the ba'sis of the structural aharac- 

' XT " * » * Q 

teristics«of tfie NL arid TL. % .» 9 ' \ 

^JThis approach accomplishes two things: (l) it attempts to* offer an 



* : 

explanation for at least some of the structural similarities or differences 
that may exist between IL's and PL'sj and (2) it recognizes a .fundamental 
difference between IL's and PL's, 'namely, that IL's always entail contact 
'between at "least; two other languages, whereas PL?s do not. We wij.1 refer 
to the hypothesis in (U) and our assumptions about explaining properties of 
IL''SM.n terms of the NL, TL and/or principles of language as our general ^ 
framework. * *' • m • • + -/ 

v Now given these assumptions, we have two parameters along which ye may 
"consider^ inter languages, with respeq$ to -our hypothesis: (l) whether the TL 
conforms to the statements in U ^, -antf. (2) .whether any conformity /violation 
, with respect, to U ^ can be explained in terms of the structure of the NL 0 
and TL. Thus,, within this framework, we *}ave the logically-possible" sit- * 

uatipns depicted in (5). ' * — 

** 

(f) Type of Ih Violates U •? . Explainable in terms 
♦ . ■ ' f p of NL/TL contact? 

v • ' ' (A) No ' m *Yes 

(B) . Yes . Yes 

' 1 " • • (C) . No No 

(D) Yes . No . > / 

' \ 

*' • • - > 

The type .A interlanguage clearly poses no problems for our genexlil frame- 
work because, on the one hand, iH does not violate any statements in D *and 

** * P«*- 

on the other hand7 its -structural properties ~&re* explainable in terms of the 
contact situation.. Type B interlanguages violate, at least' one statement*" in 
U _ , but such violations can be explained in terms of the NL and TL. There- 
fore, type B IL's do not pose any significant problems in attempting to ex- 
plain why IL's are the way they are. Similarly, type C IL's do not present^ 
4 serious^d^ff iciilty , because they do not violate any statements jin U^. The 
fact that 'some of their structural properties are not' derivable from the 
contaot betweerf the NE and TL suggests that the present state of oMr know- 3 
ledge does, not permit us to* explain* why these, IL's are the way they are, 
other than to say' that they share .certain structural properties of PL's. 
Type D interlanguages , however,, do present a problem in that they exhibit 

r* * 

violations of U n without it being possible to explain these violations in 
terms of the NL arid/or TL structures; Should such IL.'s exist, they would 



pose a serious, threat to the idea that IL's and PL's are fundamentally sim- 
ilar. ' 

» v 
, We shall give •examples of each of the IL types if (5) below. Before we 

do so, Tiowever, let, us^consider ,one further 'aspect of the role that the NL, 
and TL play in the nature of IL's. 

2.3 In attempting to test the hypothesis ih (k) , it^ is necessary to bear 
in mind that ^t least "Some of the 'structure of any IL may be attributable 
to transfer *from tttj? native" language. This" fact has a bearing on what we 
would consider to be an interesting test of our hyppthesis. In .this section 
we will consider the^ types of IL's that will .p^ovide^ an interesting confirm- 
ation of our liypothesis as well as those Ill's that will falsify it. ' , 1 

Ostensibly, it appears that for toy given absolute universal in U ] 
we have a case supporting the hypothesis in {k) if what the universal asserts 
about primary language is also true of the inter language in question* Con- 
versely, it would seem that the hypothesis is false if what the 'universal 
claims to be true for .primary languages is not true for IL's. "However, be- 
<?ause at least some of the IL system may be attributable to NL transfer, v we 
do not *have 'botfi of the above-mentioned Situations as an interesting test 
of the hypothesis. More specifically, those absolute universals which 'are 
true for inter languages provide only trivial .support for the above hypo- 
thesis. This is Uecause .any absolute ^universal will be true for every NL, 
making it possible' for an IL to conform to the universal in question via 
^transfer. On the other hand, if the absolute universal being tested is vio- 
lated by the IL, then we have falsified our ' hypothesis , because there is at>r 
"Least one .statement in U, - which is not tnfe for at least one IL. * We would 
the'n attempt to explain this "violation in terms of the language-contact 
situation. - ' A v " 

We have a different situation When, we test our hypo^esis with respect 
to typological Universals. Consider, for example, the language-contact sit- 
uation shown schematically in-(6)..« * r 

.(6) a. In all -languages, if X then*Y ■ ♦ * . 

J 

« - X -=* implicans e 

Y = implication ^ , 



b. 



NL 



TL' 
X,Y 



c. Resultant IL's 



IL 



111, 



IL 
X,Y 



IL cont'ainS "neither ii, 



IL contains both . * *iv. 



'IL 
Y- 



IL 



IL contains* 
only impli- 
catum 

£L contains* 
only impli- 
-bans 



We are attempting^to test .the typological statement in (6a), where -X is the 
implicans and Y is the implicatufh. Our hypothesis is supported if the resul- 
tant interlanguage 'in question 'contains (l) neither the implicans n6r the 

implicatum; or (2) only the implicating Qr -(3) both tlie implicans and* the 

v 

implicatum. The hypothesis is falsified if the IL has only the .implicans. 

f ' 

To take* a concrete 'example, consider the the typological statement in 
(7a) r ' " 



(7) a. 



In all languages, if there are voiced, 
aspirated (i.e. murmured) stop phonemes, 
\ there are also voiced unas^irat^d stop 
phones. . 



* 


b. NL TL . 
Korean Hindi 






c. i,. 


IL 

/ptk/ 


\ - ' 


V 

i 

1 


i. 


• IL 
/ptk/ 

Me/ 




* 


iii. 


/ptk/ 

Me/ 
/b h aW 


* "* * • 

V • - . ■ » 

> 


9 


*iv.- 


IL 

/ptk/ ' 
7b* dV/ 


Jtm. 

t 











ERJC 

ii 



The NL, Korean, has no voiced stop phonemes; the TL," Hindi,'' has both aspirated 
and unaspirated voiced stop phonemes. The IL's shown ip (7c i-iii) which 
resulted from a Korean speaker learning Hindi would support the hypothesis in 



10 ' 



(^) .because We of the IL f s in question violates (7a).* The IL in (7c iv), 

however, violates* (ja) and would therefore, f&Lsify the hypothesis. 

In general, we' can obtain an interesting test of our hypothesis witty- 

respect to" any given typological^universal if we make "two assumptions about 

the NL.and TL. The first- is that the NL must contain neither the implicans 

nor the. implicatum, and the second is that the. TL 'must contain -both. the imp- 
*. * » * * . 

licans^ and the implicatum* : The. first assumption, that the.. NL 'contain neither, 
' is necessary to prevent the universal from being satisfied by means of NL 
transfer. ♦ Consider, for example, a situation wtfere the M, has both the imp- 
licans anfl ,ttie^ imp licatum arffd the NL has neither. Our hypothesis is falsified 
if the interlariguage^ 'at>some *stage , contains the implicans but not the imp- 
licatum: However, if we test the hypothesis in a. situation where the NL has 
only the implication, . we have not provided an unambiguous test pf our hypothesi 

This is because the IL may contain the implicatum not because of the presence 
•* . * 

of the implicans, but because of NL transfer*. , \ 

The second ,assunjpt ion," that the TL contain both the implicans sftid the* 

implicatum, is necessary to ensure a reasonable chance that both can occur 

'in Vie IL. If the implicans is absent in' the TL, it is unlikely that a 

learner ;will acquire it as part of the IL. * 

To recapitulate briefly, tfe have, up to this point, argued for the 

follpwing {k) propositions': (a) th^t the hypothesis in [k) makes empirically 

testable claims about possible inter languages by /making predictions about . 

what can and cannot b« <a viable^IL; (b) that, in testing (ii), IL Structures 

shoftld "be considered in light of .the structural' properties of the respect- 

iv£ NL anpL TL; (c).that only typological universals provide a reasonable 

confirmation of the hypothesis; and (d) that such test? should consider only ' 

certain' NL-TL combinations whelre both the implicans and implicatum lire part 

of the TL and neither- is part of' the NL. 

HavingC^nade these proposals, let us now consider some typoldgical 

universals'and attempt to test our hypothesis against some, inter language data. 
\ v 

3-0 The Test ' - <■ 

( ■ ' 

3£L1 Apologies - • . 4 • 

We shall test our hypothesis with. respect to the four typologies shown 




(8) a". In; all languages, 
, ~ ' ^ ' 'Jf theVe are voiced obstruents wojrd- finally, • 
/ , . there, are voiceless obstruents' word,- finally ; 

. v - If there are voiceless obstl^e^ts word-finally , ' 
there are sonorant .consonant? word-finally. 

b. In all languages,/ ) * • ■ ~ , * * 
' y _ If. there are word-initial or word^final 'con- 
sonant sequences of length n,' there is also - 
at least one continuous subsequences of length 

* " n-1 (where ti>l) injfehat same position (Greenberg 

■ \ 1966); ; v % * . § A \ 

c. " In all languages,, • x - 

• • If a language can relati^ize an NP out of a. 

* ! m ' given position on the Accessibility Hierarchy 

, \\ "_ % ' (AH) (Keenan and Comrie, 1977)*, it can, using 

the, same relative clause formation strategy, 
/ ' relativize aniNP from all higher position's on 

4 m % /x^the AH, but n£t r necessarily all lower positions,' 

/wfere the^AH i£ ' • 

- ' \ ,^ , Direct Object - 

. • * Indirect Object 

1 " ^ 

* . Oblique 



Possessive 

Object of a Com- 
parative Particle 



r ; . 

d. In all languages, , inversions of statement order in 

\ f questions so that the tverb precedes the subject.- 

occurs pnly when -the question word is'normally sen- 
tence-initial * t 

if -this inversion occurs in interrogative-word 
questipns, it also occurs in yes-no questions 
(Greenberg 1978).. # * . 

Given these universals, and given, further our assumptions concerning 

/ - - - > ** * 

the language 7 contact situation, it is possible to test the statements in* 

(8) with speakers of the 'languages shown, respectively in (<?)♦/ 



(9)' - ' 

NL\, TL . ' 

a. Japanese, Mandarin English 

b. Japanese, Korean,, Spanish English 

c. • Arabic, Persian % English 
• d. Japanese; Korean English 

Thus, for example, Japanese and Mandarin speakers' learning English pro-, 
vide an adequate test of (8a) because English has the" implicans, voiced ob- 
struents finally, and Japanese and Mandarin have neither the implicans nor 
the implicatum, because they have only sonorant consonants and vowels word- 
finally. Likewise, since Japanese, Korean and Spanish disallow initial ob- 
struent clusters, sjpeakers of theae languages, learning English provide £.n 
interesting test of the^ hypothesis with respect to (8b). Arabic and Persian 
relative clauses provide. an interesting test of {k) relative to (8c) because 
both require resumptive pronouns in certain positions in relative clauses 
"where English does not. Since these positions can be implicationally arranged 
as in (8c), the relative clauses of the TL and NL differ- in a number of re- 
spects*whfch can be' used to test r {k) . Finally, English has sentence-initial 
interrogative words and also requires sub jeQt -auxiliary inversion' in both 
yes-no and interrogative-word questions>, wherea5 Japanese and Korean 'do not 
have initiai«*inter^ogaf ive-words and do not require inversion in any questions 

3 . 2 Data * x^^. 

The IL data against /which /th£ typologies in (8) were tested were gather- 
ed froin several sources and arfc> shown in Tables 

* " * . * 

((Insert Table 1 about here)) 

• The data in Table 1 and 2 were gathered from students in the ESL Inten- 
sive Program at the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee between 1978 and 1980.' 
The methodology used to gather .the data consisted of a set of elicitation 
techniques, as well as free conversations, which were us§d in several" hour- 
# long interviews. During the sessions, the subject's speech was recorded and 
'then transcribed by the investigator and independently by^aij assistant for 



reliability (See Eqkman 19 81 > for. details).. 

The data summarized ip Table 3 were taken from Cass (1979) and Hyltertetam 
(1981). Gass' data' werS obtained bjr~having the subjects per£ drm two tasks: 
one required subjects to combihe two sentences into one sentence containing 
a relative clause; and the other required subjects to,make grammatically * 
judgements to determine the acceptability of a set of sentences containing 
relative clauses, where $pme sentences in the set were well-formed and others 
were- ill-formed.. The data from Hyltenstam were obtained* through an elicit- 
ation exercise whereby the .subjects were 4 shown a set of pictures about which* 
they were asked questions. In answering the questions, the subjects were 
to produce relative clauses* • 9 

% Table M shows data which were^elicited from a Japanese student, during 
the fall of 1981, This subject is a twenty-nine-year-old female who had * 
studied English in Japan for 'f($jr years' before coming .to the U.S: to study 
English in January of 198I. The data were- g&therefr-using pictures about 
which the subject was directed to ask question^. The subject's speech was 
recorded and then transcribed using standard orthdgraphy . 

' * ' \ ' * < ' 

.3.3 'Results* * 

jfhe data in Table 1 were taken from native speakers of Japanese, Mandarin, 
Spanish and Farsi. Whereas 'Farsi does exhibit a. voice contrast in word-final 
position/ noae of the other three languages does. .Japanese and Mandarin 
allow no obstruents ttord-f inally ; Spanish does allow word- final [#] and [s], 
but does not exhibit a, voice contrast.. ' • " 

When we* consider the data in Table 1„ we see that they are in conformity 
with the typological statement >in (8a). Specifically, the data in A and B 
taken from, respectively, native speakers of Japanese and Mandarin, exhibit 
voiced and voiceless obstruents, sofrorant consonants and voxels word-finally. 
The data in C and D, on the other hand, exhibit only voiceless obstruents, 
sonorants and vowels word- finally .°- The fact that these data conform to the 
statement in, (8a) is particularly interesting since there is.no obvious , way 
to account for these data by means of language transfer. As pointed, but - 
aboye,- Japanese and Mandarin allow no final obstruents. Consequently the « 
presence of -these obstruents' in the^ IL* f s in A and B of Table 1 cannot be 
explained by transfer. Neither can we- appeal to the JNL, Spanish, to explain , . 



the final voiceless obstruent s* shown in C 'of Table 1. >And finally, .whereas 
the NL, Farsi, does have a final voice contra-st, the IL in question' ]*acks 
such contrast. Thus, there appears to be no way of accounting for^the &at$ 
in Table .1 on the basils of NL transfer alone. 

• ■ k - ? 

((Insert Table 2 about here)) 

The situation is similar when we consider the data in Table 2 with re- 
spect to \he typological statement in (8b). The ILJ& of the Japanese and 
Spanish subjects- manifest » either tri-literal and bi-literal consonant clusters, 
or they exhibit just b^-literal clusters. Thus, if a subject can produce a tri 
literal cluster he/she can also produce the bi-literal subsequences of such 
a cJl^ster. For example, subject CA produced str in street and also st in 
stay . On the other hand, the Japanese subject produced only bi-literal ob- 
struent's clusters like S£, ist and sk, uithout ^producing any t^i-lit^eral 
clusters.. The fact that these data support the typology in (8b) confirms 

the -hypothesis -in (k) . ^ Again, what is interesting, is that the forms in 

t • »*> 

Table 2 cannot be accounted £gr by transfer since Japanese and Spanish do 

v • 

not allow any word-initial obstruent- sequences. 

((Insert Table 3 ^aboUt <here)) 

v. 

4 When consider the data in Table 3, we see that the AH in (8c*) is, 
in general, borne out. The -data from Gass (1979) show that the percentage 
'of correct sentences across the various grammatical functions corresponds 
to the AH, with the exception of the genitive. Gass offers two possible ex- 
planattions for why her subjects performed better on the GEN position than 
the DO and IO-OPREP positions: (l) the genitive position is uniquely coded 
in that it has only a single relative marker, whose , as opposed to that/whicfti 
and is therefore more salient; or (2) the ~ subjects* may have treated the whose 
+ NP as a unit ^ whidlT^Tas-^fchen used as one of the. grammatical functions such 
as subject, direct object etc. Since all of* Gass 1 sentences with respect 
to the genitive position' involved a combination of whose + a subject NP or 
whose + an object NP, this may account for the relative degree of success 
which her subjects found in <relativizing this position. Whatever explanation 
turns out to be defensible,, it seems clear that the« ^typology in (8c) is, in 



general, supported by Gass* data. 

The data from Hyltenstam (l98l) are also, in general, supportive of the 
AH. As can be seen from Table 3 /the pronoun retention patera exhibited^ 
by learners from various NL's acquiring Swedish parallels the AH with high 
scalability* * 

Thus, , while the data relevant to (8c) are not in perfect agreement with 
the AH, they do generally support the. typological statement in cmestion. 
To the extent that the data are supportive,, the hypothesis in (kh receives 
confirmation. . « \ 

( (Insert* Tabel k about here)) . - . 

P^ally, the data in Table h support the typological statement in (8d) 
with respect to the hypothesis in (k) . Specifically, the sublet is a 
ngj^ve ^speaker of the NL, Japanese, which does not have, sentence-initial 
interrogative words, nor does it have inversion in either yes-no or in- 
terrogative-word, question. * The data show % that, althougH the subject does- 
t 

produce some interrogative-word questions which are deviant (3,5,10512,15, * 
&2l) all such questions have initial interrogative-words and have appropriat 
subject-auxiliary infers ion. where possible. Likewise with the yes-no quest- 
ions: although some are structurally deviant, all* have subject-auxiliary 
inversion. Thus, the data given in Table k support our hypothesis with re- 
spect to the generalization in (8d) . This is significant, since this cannot 

S 

be accounted s foz" in terms of^he NL* 

To recapitulate, briefly , the It datg, given or^summarized in Tables 1-1* 
support, in general, the statements in (8), with (8c) being the only typo- 
logical generalization, where/ the data do^not match perfectly. This being 
the case we will now consider £he question of whether any^ aspects of the IL 
rules which produced these data are in violat|pn of any statements in U n . 
That is, we shall ^consider the IL systems represented by the data in Tables 
1-U in terms of the sisrijctural properties of. the respective NL's and TL. 

k?Q Discussion 

In^dur interpretation of the data in- Tables 1-1*, we saw that, in gen- ' 
eral, the typological "statements in (8) were supported. -This means .that in 



t 



terms of the inter language forms themselves, we found no significant vio- 
lations of the, statements in (8). TJhus we see that our investigation of IL 
data to -this point supports our hypothesis. The question that we now; wish 
to raise is whether the grammars of IL's obey the same constraints as the 
grammars of PL's. ^ \ 9 

. Iiuraising this issue we are considering, the set U , to consist of two 
* * pl " , 

kinds of universal statements: (l)- those pertaining to'the- forms or utter'- w 

ance)s;of language?; and (2) those relating to the grammars of such languages. 

In considering .the typologies in (8), we have been dealing with IL forms. 

will now turn our attention to the grammars of trie IL's in question. 

Along -this line, we need to consider two additional statements which 

are, presumably, included in U : 

'Pi 

(10) a. ' If a language has a voice. contrast 
word-finally, it will necessarily 
have such a contrast word-medially 
N and word-initially , Vbut not vice 
Versa (Dinnsen $xi& Eckman 1978) 

" "b. . No language will have a grammar 
which contains v a rule of final- 
. - vowel- insertion (paragoge). 
. (Sanders 1979) - 

The generalization ii> (10a) concerns the type of voice contrast that 
a language will exhibit, making a final voice contrast more marked ths£n a " 
medial or initial voice contrast. The constraint in (10b) was proposed 
within Senders' (1972) framework of Equational Grammar, whjSre^Lles Which are 
inverses of each other must be metatheoretically excluded. Since rules which 
delete vowels word-finally can be motivated for at least some languages, ' 
rules which insert vowels in final position are, in principle,, excluded. The 
fact that there are no* attested cases t where such -rules are motivated supports 
Sanders J theory. 

Now, given the universal* statements in (10), # let us reconsider the data 
in Tables We have already argued that the typologies in (8) are obeyed. 

What 'we wish tQ determine noy is (a) whether , the statements in-(lO) are 
obeyed or violated; and (b) whether ye can explain any of the IL's in question 
-either adhering to or violating the generalizations in / (8) and (10). That 
is, we want to know which of the types of interlanguages shown in (5) are 
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realized in the data in Tables 1-1*. 

Within this context, we can' argue that the data in € of Table 1 repre- 
S^nt a Type A- interlanguage.* More specifically, the IL forms in question- 
exhibit a voice contrast word-initially and medially, but not word-finally. 
In word-final position, only voiceless obstruents occur. As a consequence, 
these data are in conformity with the statement in (10a).' The reason for 
'/this conformity seems clear: the NL/SparTish, does not have & [final voice - 

contrast; as pointed out above,//?/ and /s/ are the only word-final obstru- 
* f 

'ents that Spanish allows. The^TIs, English, on the otl^er hand, ^as a final 

jvpice contrast will be relatively diffi- 



voice contrast. 



Given that a final 



cult to acquire for a speaker whose native language does not havfe such a 
contrast (Eckman 1977), we can explain the learner's failure to maintain 
, sucjh 'a contrast in the IL in terms of the structures of the NL and TL. > 
An example of an IL like type B is represented by the data in A and B 
of Table 1, which contains forms exhibiting an alternation between a word- 

* final Isl and null. In Eckman (1981)^ it was argued that such forms motiy- 

• ate an IL rule, of Schwa Paragoge, formulated as iiH(ll). ' , * • 



(11), Schwa Paragoge (SP) 



-son 
+voice 



§ 



(Optionally insert a •/©/ after a 
'word-final voiced obstruent) 



Since a rule 'like SP is in violation of the universal constraint in (10b), 

• * ' * / 

it ^ seems that we have &n /instance where an IL grammar violates a constraint, 

on primary-language grammars. Wl^t remains to be demonstrated is^ whether 
this violation can be explained in terms of the NL-TL contact. 

The argument that/ the above can be so explained is essentially that 
put'forth in Eckman (I98l). Specifically, the NL's, Japanese a|td Mandarin, 
evidence only vowels/and sonorants word-finally, whereas the TL has word- 
final voiced and voiceless obstruents, in addition to sonorants and vowels. 
The learner, finding final, voice obstruents to be an area of difficulty 
(Eckman 1977) > sometimes adds a word-final schwa to the underlying forms in 
t (l2a) to produce/ phonetic ' forms like those in (12b). 
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(12) a. /tseg/ "tag" /Jab/ ."job" /r«L/ "red" 
- .. ' b. [t»ga] . [Jfab's] [redS] 

The rationale for such^t rule, as discussed in Eckman ('1981 ) , is % that* 
the addition of a final schfoa accomplishes two things. First, it places the 
problematic final consonant in a less^ marked position relative to a voice 
contrast, namely, medial position. Second, sue he a rule maintains the can- 
onical form of the underlying /representation, which, according* to the anal- 
ysis, the IL speaker 'has correctly learned. That is, if the learner clealt 
with the problematic final voiced obstruent by, "Bay, deleting it,, then the 
learner wpuld be destroying some of what he/she has already learned: that, 
-"tag" has a' word-final [g^. On the other hand, adding a final vowel brings 
the TL word into conformity with the. phonological ^onstraints of the, NL, 
places the voiced obstruentJ in an easier position and preserves the integrity 
of the underlying form. T^e SP* rule can be explained, then in terms of the 
'discrepancy between the yiderlying forms in (12a)', which contain final 
voiced obstruents, on the f one hand, and the NL surface constraint wh^Lch does 
not allow any o\>s%ruents finally, on the ottie^ hand. j- - 

Rules, of paragoge do not exist in; Primary-language grammars becaus.e 
such languages ab not have (and presumably, Could not have) underlying forms 
with final voiced obstruents and "also a surface constraint against forms 
with final obstruents. If ,the language contained such a surface constraint, t 
underlying representations like (l2a) could not be d^efended^ ~InterlangiiS^^7 
on the Qther hand, appear spdeial in this sense, because they alWgfs involve 
language contact, ,and therefore, the possibility exists that .thereTvp.ll be ^ 
underlying forms like those in (12a), along with a constraint against^ final 
pbstnients as part of the -same IL system. Thus, we consider the IL in Table 
•IB to be' eln examjj^e of 'a type B IL.»* % v . . • * 

An exampla-of an IL of type C is represented by the data in Table ^D. 
Although the phonetic forms in Table ID conform to ^the typology in (8a), 
there is no* accounting for this, fact iQ terms of the language* contact.. Both 
the NL, Farsi, and the TL, English, exhibit a superficial voice contrast in 
word-final position.. Consequently, tiie IL forms conform to the relevant state- 
ments of U'*, but are not directly explainable on the ba\is of -ULr-TL contacts 



> One possible explanation which is ln<^pendent of the NL-TL situation 
is that learners tend to acquire simplified versions of th^ system £hat they 
are learning (Carder 1978)* If we assume that .phonologies with only 
voiceless word-final obstruents are simpler than those, with a voice contrast 
finally, thenfthe data in Table ID can be explained, not in terms of the 
language contact^, but by the hypothesis that learners produce, simplified 
forms of the systems they are acquiring* ^ 

i Finally J an inter language of type D is -one which would be troublesome 
^for "the general framework which we are presenting* This type «©f IL would 
violate at l,east one statement in U ^ in. a. manner which cduld not* be explain- 
ed in temu? of the structure of the NL an-d/or TL. Presumably, IL's v of type 
D do not exist, since no data have ever been presented in support of such 
an IL. However, it would be worthwhile to examine' the type of data which 
would- ccpjisti tut e such an interlanguage, if ■ it in fact did exist. 

To -take an example first from phonology, let us -Consider the "rule of* ,f 
Schwa Payagoge (SP). We have argued that, whereas such a rule is in^ vio- 
lation of -a statement ^in. U^, that violation is explainable in terms r>f the 
phonological structure of the NL'and TL involved. 'A type D IL, then, would 
be an interlanguage which had a rule like SP, but where the NL and TL 

involved did not make it possible to explain the 'rule* That is, where the 

J 

NL and TL were liot Mandarin and English, or Japanese and English, respect-' 
ively. Thus, an \EL which contained a rule;like SP, where both the NL and 
TL exhibited a word-finkl voice contrast would be a type D IL. Therefore, . 
we would never expect speakers of Arabic or Persian, both of yhich have a . 
final Voice contrast, to produce forms like (13) when learning English. 

(13) . IL form Gloss 
/ \ 'toigd > . tag , • 

4 ^ rsd£ red- 



Likewise, we would not expect Japanese and Mandarin learners of German, which 
has only voiceless obstruents in final positicj^, to develop a rule like SP* 
Rather, such a rule should arise, according t^o our assumptions only when the 
discrepancy between the TL and NL is great enough that the TL has final vpiced 



obstruents arid the NL has a constraint against all final obstruents, that 
is, the NL allows only sonorants and vowels wOrd-f inally. Thus, Japanese 
and Mandarin learners of German should never say -forms .like those in (lk). 

(1*0 IL form* TL form ' Gloss < + ' » 

, taks , tek - day 

, • ♦ • ' deks dtk- • desk 

v 

If such a rule did develop in thrs learning context, then that would char- 
acterize a type-D IL. . 

Turning to syntax, an example of .a type D EL would be. a Japanese speak- 
er learning English, where the resultant IL was typefied by'forms like those 
in (15). ' . 
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•(15) a*-' You are going whwe? * 
• b. Are you g<$ing where-?- , 

•c I He is going* home?. 

(15a) represents a question where the interrogative word is nqt prepose^d; 
(15b and c) show that the inversion of the verWand* subject occurs in the 
interrogative-word question and pot in the yes-no question. Consequently, 
questions like those in (15) would violate *(8d). Moreover, such violations 
would jidt be, explainable in terms of the NL-TL contact, because Japanese has 
no inversion whate'v^ in questions. Therefore, if question's like those in ' * 
(15) characterized an IL, then that.IL would be a type^D inter language.' 

The above hypothetical examples of type-D.IL's are summarized ih (id) 

(l6) a. NL = Arabic, * TL =' English y / • • IL giyes< evi- 

which has final which has final * dence of para 

voice Contrast . - voice contrast goge. 

* b. NL = Japanese* TL = German, \ IL* gives evi- 

which has no- whi,ch has no final 4 ence °f P ara 

■ f final obstruent's ' voiced bbstnlent 



^ > c. NL = Japanese, \ TLj^EgAish, , * IL has ques- 

" -whicfc has no . whi'cKJji.S' subject- ' tions where 

. obligatory in- verb inversion in . interrogative 

' * o . ° version of subr ' "que'stlonS 'and in- ' is *not initial 

^ * - ject-vei*) in itial rffter^ogative but subject-verb 

questions, arid . words.* , ^ # „ inversion occurs 

no initial "in- ^ "V* * * ' + • . " 

terrogative^ , w 

r * w * o - ♦ 

1 ■ % * ' • . r . • 9 « : 

5 / * * . * • " # * 

5.0 Corrclusion / • * . 

The central~ques£ion to which this paper has addressed itself is this: 
what do we conclude when we find that an inte'rlangiiage violates a universal 
statement which was formulated on the fcasis of data from primary languages? 
One possible conclusion we could draw would be that the universal is false 
and must be discarded; another wpuld ba that^the domain of tbe universal must 
be restricted to apply only to PL*s>> : thereby irfsuiat^ng statements in U ^ 
from falsification on the basis of^IL °dg,ta. ** The' position that we have taken 
in' this papeiv is essentially a modified version of the second alternative. 

The first, alternative of discarding^the universal is undesirable for 
several reasons, not the least of which is the fact, that universals are' highly 
Valued and are not easily discard^ed/i .In addition, there is a natural domain - 

over which the uniyersal statement does tiold, namely, all primary 'languages.. 

* * * 'V . # 

Since we know that. IL's and PL's differ in certain respects, th6n it would not 

be implausible for these language types to differ structurally alse>. Con- . * 
sequently, instead of' discarding the universal 9 we would simply designate it 
as pertaining only to PL's and develop a classification 'of, universals in terms 
of the domain over which they hold:. all language '"ftypes, primary languages or 
interlanguages . * ^ < r 

- This is .^essentially the second alternative. However, restricting uni- 
versal statements to certain domains can be 'very unenlightenihg if we -merely ) 
classify these statements into arbitrarfly-deterpiinecL sets., On the other 
hand, such a classification can be very enlightening if we attempt to cor- 
relate the different structural aspects of PL's and IL's with other differ- 
ences between these language types, ^his is''the position that we have taken 
iruthis paper. We have focused on one salient difference between interlang- 
uaglkand primary- languages, .namely, that language contact' is' always in- f 
volved in the development of the "former but ,nbt necessarily the latter; and' 



we have attempted to correlate this difference with at least one structural 

i , i 

difference b.etween IL's and-PL's. The fact that the grammar of at least* two 
IL's contains a rule tff parag^ge^ whereas this rule type is hot contained in 
the gajfunm&r of any PL is due, we '<haye argued, to the language-contact sit- 
uation. 

At the same time, we have 'attempted to maintain the empirical nature of 

* t* < * • 

our inquiiy by allowing our general framework to be falsified Xf \t % caa^be 

shown that structural differences between IL's and PL's cannot be explained 

on the basis of the language contact. We recognize that it is entirely*-$ossi 

b'le,, in fact, very plausible, that differences in structure between IL's and 

PL' s* can be correlated with other differences between these language types. 

However, since this remains to be shown, this question must, for now, be left 

open . . . 

* • 
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Some -of the ideas for this paper were developed, through 
I frequent and extended conversations with Edith Moravcsik and * 

* Jessica Wirth. ^ Th*e author wishes to tftank Dan Dinnsen, Carol 
Lord, E&ith ^Moravcsik, Gerald Sanders and Jessica Wirth for , 
their comments* and, suggestions on some of the idea's in this^ 
paper". 4lone of the above-Z^ntioned .necessarily agrees with- 
the 'content . of this paper^/ and should not* be held respons- 
ible for any errors 9r "inconsistencies * s s 

^ Absolute and typological universals in this paper corre- 
spond respectively to Comrie's (1981) terms non-implicational 
and implicational, universals. 

r \ 

The. content and discussion of (3) are- du^ to Edith Moravcsik. 

* * .Tfrere may be other grounds bn whi£h the violations of/ 
'adherence to the statements 'in Upi could be .explained^ such 
^s* psychological or social "grottndS. However, any* such ex- 
planation, of specific structure properties 'of IL's on 
grounds other than structural would have to °be argued. 

y 

Resuihptive pronouns are prorjpuns whicfo oqcui* in*<&he 
position in^ the underlying representation -from which an 
NP was* relativized. ' For example, in the sentence 

I saw the boy whom the d6g bit him . 

the underlined word is a resumptive pronoun. 

The point being made*here is that the set of rules which 
is possible for IL grammars may be larger than that possible for 
grammars of PL's. We have attributed this to the fact that the 
differences between underlying and surface representation in IL f 
may be "greater" than one finds in PL's.. However, exactly how" 
great this -differences must be to. warrant our 'conclusion is an 
issue which is beyond the scope of the present paper, and one^ for 
j{hich we have no proposals at present. 
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TABLE 1 



IL Form' 



Gloss 



IL Form 



Gloss , 



Japanese 


lAV-lAV© 


love 


CNrnV* 4 TIT \£ 

Sudj N,M, 


dAn 


done 




beWbeva 


bathe 




tUk / 


took 




b*e a~bae do 


bad 




let „ 


let 


c 


plg^plga 


Pig 




tun 


time 




tus 


tooth 


1 


ruchrudc> 


rude 


* 


tBG v^t^e v* 


tab 




lid© 


leader 


9 


kul 

» 


cool/I 

, f 



# Spanish ■ 
/'Subj P.C, 



taek 

blk, 

big*r 

rap 

rab^r 

^tar 

sit 

$ kljj 

sop 

. taepig 

dek 
lesi 
fayf 
bot 
dAn f 
ovdr 
kil' 
gAn 
• is'i 



tag 
big 
bigger 
rob 

robber 
, author 
sit 

packing 
zone 
soap 
tapping 
pass 
deck 
lazy 
< five 
vote 
done 
over 
kiU 
gun 
easy 



Mandarin 



taSjge-taeg 

rab 

bigor 

iter, 

sit 

zon 

sop 

of 

si 

fayf 

batd 

tel 

let 

gAa 

jaba—jab 



Farsi blk 
# * Subj A.B. blgdst. 

bap 
babi 
bet 
be* I 

saeddr 

pik 
piki 
nit 
nidljj, 

nae.pl>) 



• tag 
rob 

bigger 

author 

sit 

zone 

soap 

off 

see 

five 

bad 

tail 

let 

gun 

Pig 
job 
red 



big 

biggest 

Bob 

Bobby 

bathe 

bathing 

sad * 

saddfer 

Pig 

piggy . 

nSed - 
needing 
picking 
napping 
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TABLE 2 IL data pertaining to typology (7b). 



tf Japanese 



Spanish > 
Subj" AJtf. 



Spanish 
Subj C.A. 



IL Form 



st*rit 
skul 
sk*rim 
sk^raep 
tray 
kray 
spil 
spa led 
sp»lin*, 
spel 
- spa ray 
spay 
pray 
pie 
klos ^ 
k»l%s 
t»ret 



Esplae. s 

ste 

slip 

£startad 

Cstim 

stim 

Cstrit 

pies 

§pll 
tray 



^Cstr^f) 
strQ gOst 
st>p 

skill 
spCs 
sket 

v stri/)gi 
skr,im 
splA s 



Glos^ 



^'street 
school 
scream 

x scrap 
try 
cry 
spill 
spreacT 
spleen 
spell 
spry 
spy 
pry 
play 
close 
class , 
treat 



"splash 
stay 
sleep 
started 
steam 
steam 
street 
place . 
spill 
'try 



strong 
strongest ' 
stop- 
spell 
school 
space 
skate 
stringy 
scream 
splash 



|;eric 



28. 
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Table" 3 



J. 



Data from Gass (1979) 



* Percentage of senteikvs % corrcc( by language groups 





DO 


10 
OPREP 


GUN 


OCOMP 




48 


28 . 


27 


47 


10 


(Arabic) 


90 


30 


25 


30 


13 


CHiai) 


68 


28 


17 


33 


0 


(Romance) 


70 • 


20 . 


18 


38 




(T\;rsi;ui) 


78 


60 


,28 


88 


0 


(Chinese, Japanese, Korean) 



Data from Hyltenstam (1981) 
* 0 

Implications^ s&ales showing pronominal retention tor learners 
of Swedish with different NIj's. 

(•+. s rdtentiorrof pronoun; - = non-retention of pronoun; 0 = 
• retention of nominal) < 







r 




MP 


Subj 


D 


0 


O CQ 


w 


CO 


nr ' 




D 


ko 




O 


21 












32 








+ 


0 + 


n 












18 








+ 


+ 


7 






+ + 


+ 


+ : 


16 




+ + 


+ 


'+ * 


6 








+ 


+ 


34 




+ 


+ ; + 


+ 


+ 


30 




+ 


+ * + 


+ 


+ 


28 




+ 


+ + 


+ 


+ 


29 




+ 




+ 


+ ' 


15 




+ 


* + 


+ 


+ * 


4 










c 



NL = Persian; Scalability = 93.1^ 
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Table 3 (continued) 



28 



Subj 
- nr 
48 
52 
44 
47 
51 
45 
50 
46 
49 





04 ' 








o 




u 


o 


o 


,0 




0 




(+) 










* 



-•=--00- 

6[T • 

- - - - nr + - 



NL = Finnish; Scalability = 85-2 (if 0 = +) 
- * . or 92.6 (if 0 = -) • 



30 



- .■» 



29 



Table 3 continued) 



Subj 
nr 
20 
41 
14 
43 
12 
13 
40 
27 
42 
22 
11 
10 ' 



a* 

*j 2 o 
d p o m wo 

tQ Q H O O O • 



+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

+ + + 
+ + + 
+ + + + 
+ + + + 
+ + -i- + 
+ + + + 
+ + + + 



<5 

0 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 
' + 

+ 

+ 

+ 



NL = Greek; Scalability = 97-1 (if 0 = 
or 98.7 (if 0 = +) • 



Subj 
nr 
. 2 
31, 
37 
. 33 

3 

8 

5 

4 

9 . 
19 
24< 
35 



D O O CO 
CO Q H O 



a. 
2: 

*z o 
w o 
o o 



- -® - 

- -s- 

- -© - 



- -,+ ♦ 

- f+ + + 

- \ + + + 



+ + 

+ +' 

+ + 

+ + 

+ + 

+ + 



NL = Spanish; Scalability =90.3 



i 



y 



r, 



31 j 



30 



' TABLE k ■ ' . *>> , ' • 

♦ 



Japanese 

Subj Y.Yl . / 






— * 




Yes-No Questions 




Interrogative-word Questions 




1. - 


Do you like choc'olate apple? 

• 


1.' 


* * 

What kind do you like? 




2. 


Do you like money.? 


2. 


How many money? V 




3- 


Is this much money? 


• 3. 


Who does it hav6?- * * - 
(Who has it?) v 




5. 


Are they family? . 
Is it basket? ' 

9 


Where are they? 

5. What kind basket? 

(What kind of basket is it?) 




6. 


Are they party? r **** 


6. 


How many child are they? * 




• 7. 


Is she smiling? 


• 7-. 


'Why is he smiling? 




8, 


Do you have apple? 


8. 


What is picture do? 




. 9. 


Does ,he have many present? 


Q 


Wli&U A.XI1CL CLO yOU J. J. JVC i i 




JLO. 


Do you like soccer. 


10. 


% What i^ad of»3port? 
(What kin<3>pf sport is it?)", 


• 


• ii. 


Do you like sports^ 


11. 


What does heNhave? 




12. 


Is happy? \ 


12. 


What does it need a dumbbell? 
(Why doesMie need jk .dumbbell?) 




13. 


\ 

Do you like .circus? 


13. 


What do you like play? 




2.1*. 


Do-you like thiq picture? 


Ik. ' 


What does he -do? 




15.' 


Do you like flower? 


15. 


What* kind of this picture? 
(What kind of picture .is this-?) 


• 


16. 


.Is there America? 


16. 


Who' does eat chocolate pudding? 




17."" 


Do you like family? 


17. 


Who is taller? 






' . 


18. 


-What are they doing? ^ 








19.- 


Where are they? , * ' 






• 


> 20. 
21.- 


What - do you think?' 

How many people do they? * * 
•(How many people are there?). 








22, 


What is he doing?, ~ 

a 








• 23. 


What is the reason?" 





